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Brokering evaluations of partnerships in Australian community arts: Responding to 
enterpreneurial tendencies 
Bree Hadley and Sandra Gattenhof, Queensland University of Technology 
 
Abstract 
This article examines motivations and methods for external evaluators in taking on a 
brokerage relationship between artists, arts managers and governments (national and 
local) during an appraisal process of community arts events. The argument is situated in 
our experience evaluating the Creating Queensland programme, a multifaceted 
community arts programme presented as part of the one of Australia’s largest arts events 
the Brisbane Festival, in 2009 and 2010. We use this case to identify a number of 
principles and processes that may assist in establishing an effective evaluation process – 
defined, for us, as a process in which partners representing different elements of the 
community arts project can share information in a learning network, or an innovation 
network, that embraces the idea of continuous improvement. We explain that we, as 
consultants, are not necessarily the only participants in the evaluation process in a 
position to broker the decision making about what to research and report on. We argue 
that empowering each of the delivery partners to act as brokers, using the principles, 
protocols and processes to negotiate what should be researched, when, how and how it 
should be shared, is something each delivery partner can do. This can help create a 
common understanding that can reduce anxieties about using warts-and-all evaluation 
data to learn, grow and improve in the arts. It can, as a result, be beneficial both for the 
participating partners and the community arts sector as a whole. 
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Introduction 
Delivering a community arts programme is a complex undertaking, not least because of 
the range of partners – government bodies, peak arts bodies, arts managers, artists, 
consultants, community participants and researchers – with a stake in such programmes. 
Within this complex undertaking, tensions can arise not just between arts and 
administrative business but between a range of competing artistic, social, educational and 
economic agendas amongst partners, as well as the people these partners must report to 
about the programme’s performance. There is, typically, a shared will amongst all 
partners to work towards a mutually beneficial result. Without thoughtful management, 
however, partners can become confused or concerned about sharing too much about their 
outcomes, especially sharing challenges as well as successes, and thus tempted to present 
a rosy view regardless of what actually happens in a community arts project and what the 
field as a whole could learn from it. 
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In our work as evaluators in the community arts sector in Australia, we have often found 
ourselves taking on the role of brokering between diverse groups of delivery partners 
who work together to develop, deliver and – in the evaluation stage we take part in – 
measure the impact of community arts programmes. To be a broker is, as we have argued 
elsewhere (Hadley 2011), to be able to read a complex, changeable industrial climate, 
come up with programmes, projects or ideas that suit that climate, and, most critically, 
bring partners on board as enthusiastic participants in the realization of those ideas. It is a 
critical skill for artists and arts managers (Bilton and Leary 2002: 57–58). In the 
initiation, planning and presentation stages of a community arts project, the producer or 
the director typically takes responsibility for brokering relationships between partners. In 
the evaluation stage, however, it can be less clear who takes responsibility for brokering 
relationships between partners. In our work as evaluators, we have found that we are 
often called on to fulfil this role, and, as a result, take responsibility for bringing partners 
on board as enthusiastic participants in the project-within-a-project of measuring the 
impact of a community arts project. Though this brokering role has never been stated in 
our consultancy contracts, it does seem to be something our distinctive position as 
interested observers allows us to do – and, more to the point, something artistic, 
administrative and financial partners anticipate that we will be able to do. Taking on this 
role, we have learned that whilst relations between delivery partners need to be 
negotiated carefully at all stages of a community arts programme – initiation, planning, 
implementation, the presentation of the event, exhibition or programme itself, and the 
evaluation thereof – this is particularly true in the evaluation stage as partners try to 
create a picture of the impact of their programme. The challenges inherent in programme 
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evaluation, together with the concerns partners can have about it, mean negotiating 
evaluation parameters, processes, focuses and information distribution effectively is an 
important part of concluding any community arts project. 
 
 
 
Community arts in Australia 
The story of the evolution of arts and cultural policy in Australia is, almost by definition, 
also the story of the evolution of a strong community arts sector throughout Australia. 
Indeed, from its inception in 1975, the Australia Council for the Arts – the federal arts 
funding agency in Australia – has placed the ‘reconstruction’ (Rentschler 2002: 21–32) of 
historically English focused, elitist arts policy, funding and programming to include 
community and multicultural arts at the core of the Australian arts agenda.  
Whilst there was piecemeal support for the arts prior to the inception of the Australia 
Council, those schemes placed emphasis primarily on elite artforms, excellence and 
establishing aesthetic traditions akin to those of ‘mother England’. The Australia Council, 
on the contrary, sought from the first to balance both the benefits of elite artforms and the 
benefits of a more democratic, inclusive, community-driven approach to arts in its 
support for the performing, literary, visual and more recently intermedia arts.  
 
In the 1980s, this policy agenda lead to a boom in community, multicultural and 
multilingual arts in Australia. The legacy of companies like Junction Theatre Company 
(Adelaide), Melbourne Workers Theatre (Melbourne), Zeal Theatre (Newcastle), Street 
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Arts Community Theatre (Brisbane) or Footscray Community Arts Centre (Melbourne) 
during this period has undoubtedly had a lasting impression on the Australian community 
arts landscape (Milne 2004: 335–54; Fotheringham 1992). In the 1970s, 1980s and early 
1990s, however, support for community arts programmes, and particularly community-
based performing arts programmes, did not depend on detailed post hoc analysis of the 
assumed aesthetic, social, cultural, educational or economic impacts of those 
programmes. As data gathered during our own research have demonstrated, in this period 
artsworkers, artists and communities put on performances, events and exhibitions without 
any particular managerial, administrative or bureaucratic pressure to provide facts, 
figures and information after the activity. This, for some, has left a lasting legacy of 
reluctance to embrace evaluative processes, which they see not as part of the artistic 
experience but rather as part of an extra administrative burden that reduces and reifies the 
impact of the community arts project itself.  
 
In the 1990s and 2000s, the Australian arts landscape moved from what commentators 
like Ruth Rentschler (2002) and Michael Volkerling (1996) called the ‘reconstruction’ 
era to what they have called the ‘managerial’ era in the early 1990s and the 
‘enterpreneurial’ era in the late 1990s and 2000s. In this period, the paradigm in which 
artsworkers, artists and communities found themselves operating shifted significantly. 
The instrumental benefits of the arts – as a means of educating, enriching or empowering 
citizenry and as a means of boosting the cultural and economic capital of a new breed of 
creative cities – took centre stage. In a democratic culture, in which arts receive public 
support primarily because of the benefits they are presumed to bring, artists were asked to 
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account for their programmes, and, increasingly, articulate the impact of their projects, 
programmes and services in terms that made financial sense. The range of social, cultural, 
community, educational and economic impacts attributed to the arts grew to include 
everything from building the confidence of individuals to bolstering the cultural capital of 
cities, to the point that, as Eleaonora Belfiore and Oliver Bennett say, ‘[i]t really is 
difficult to think of any other area of public policy which attracts quite such an 
extraordinary combination of expectations’ (2007a: 225–26). With such a wide range of 
anticipated benefits, creating community arts projects became a pursuit requiring a far 
greater range of skills than it had in the past. Suddenly, trained managers took a far 
greater role (Caust 2005), and managers, accountants and lawyers became central to the 
Boards of many community arts organizations (Radbourne 1993), to enable them to jump 
through what were sometimes seen as administrative ‘hoops’, and justify their 
programmes in terms of education, cultural inclusion, cultural capital, and the creation of 
opportunities in touring, touring and trade as central features of the Australian 
Government’s 1994 Creative Nation Cultural Policy. The result, according to Volkerling 
(2012), was that in the ‘managerial’ era the Australia Council ended up consolidating 
support for major cultural institutions – large, well funded, and likely to be successful in 
cultural, commercial or touring terms – at the expense of its role as a more broadly based 
culture engine using innovation, education and establishment of democratic means of 
disseminating cultural product to build value. Youth, community and multicultural arts 
increasingly came into the programming ambit of premiere cultural institutions, including 
a growing number of cultural festivals and centres around Australia, which had the 
infrastructure not just to produce the work but to produce statements about the impact of 
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the work. In a sense, the business took precedence over the arts in this era, resulting in 
tensions, and a resultant move to a return to creativity, risk and innovation as critical to 
arts and culture in the later ‘entrepreneurial’ era (Caust 2005, 2010; Glow 2010). 
 
In the 2000s, this need to balance risk, innovation, financial success and sustainability in 
a more entrepreneurial fashion in the community arts sector lead to a shift in terminology 
in the community arts landscape in Australia. The ‘Community Cultural Development’ 
paradigm of the 1980s gave way to a new ‘Creative Partnerships’ paradigm in the 2000s 
(cf. Mulligan and Smith 2010). This shift was led by the Australia Council for the Arts. 
In rolling out new policy and funding programmes in this area, the Australia Council 
highlighted the need for change in a sector they had been subsidizing for more than three 
decades, and called on community arts ‘to change and develop, to broaden its definition 
and scope and to work in partnership across Council (and its other theatre, dance, music 
and interarts Boards), with other spheres of government and non-government 
organizations, and in new relationships with communities’ (Australia Council 2006a). In 
a ‘community’ or ‘creative’ partnerships paradigm – terms the Australia Council (2006a) 
sees as interchangeable – the emphasis is very clearly on artists, communities and 
corporations coming together in a socially and economically entrepreneurial ways to 
create value for a community, city or culture. 
 
This is a dynamic, diverse, innovative, creative and growing field of endeavour 
often operating at the very cutting edge of arts and cultural development practice. 
It is also a part of the arts and cultural sector that has already demonstrated its 
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significant potential to partner beyond the arts industry with government agencies, 
businesses and communities in responding to the opportunities and challenges 
facing the cultural development of Australia. (Australia Council 2006a) 
 
In this paradigm, notions of supporting the socially marginal (youth, migrant 
communities, refugee communities, etc.) that have historically been at the core of 
community arts projects and programmes in Australia give way to notions of social 
entrepreneurship, sustainability and new forms of community arts that can operate 
outside a solely government subsidized economic model.1 The goal is ‘to improve the 
vitality and viability of the arts’ (Australia Council 2006a), sure up the financial 
sustainability of the arts, and position arts as something in which government, artists, 
businesses and communities all have to share a significant stake if its benefits are to 
continue into the future. 
 
The very name of the Creative Partnerships paradigm underscores the fact that 
government, corporations, arts organizations and communities are meant to work together 
to build social, cultural and economic capital via arts programmes in this paradigm. Art is 
no longer something governments alone subsidize. It is something governments, artists 
and audiences do in partnership with a community-wide ‘ecology’ or ‘ecosystem’ of 
players in which everyone must play their part or the system may start to fall apart. This 
means the emphasis is not on one arts organization, but on all the artists, organization, 
sponsors and audiences that come together in any community arts project, and the way 
they work or fail to work together to keep the project’s and the sector’s ‘ecology’ vital, 
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viable and ‘healthy’ (Hunt and Shaw 2007: 5, 43). The Creative Partnerships paradigm is, 
at its core, about social entrepreneurship (in which existing resources, relationships and 
players are organized or reorganized in new ways to create personal, social and/or 
economic benefits), the shifts in the ecology of arts practice an emphasis on social 
entrepreneurship brings, and impact broadly defined.  
 
Community arts in Australia: Measuring impact 
In this context, it is not surprising that the Australian community arts landscape has 
entered a moment where measurement and evaluation of impact is seen as critically 
important. ‘Evaluation is’, as Alison Richards says, ‘basically a straightforward concept. 
E-value-ation=a process of enquiry that allows a judgement of amount, value or worth to 
be made’ (2006: 99). More specifically, Moriarty says, ‘[E]valuation involves activating 
the arts worker/organisation as a critical analyst of his/her practice’ (Moriarty in Dunst 
2004: 1). 
 
As we have argued elsewhere (Hadley and Gattenhof 2011), the need to measure the 
aesthetic, cultural, educational and economic impact of arts programmes in order to 
justify continued support for them is signalled all too clearly in the Australian 
government’s new National Cultural Policy Discussion Paper, the first new cultural 
policy statement since Creative Nation nearly two decades ago. Measuring the impact of 
arts, cultural and creative activities is critical if the many government, arts, corporate and 
community groups who partner in these activities are to justify spending in this area to all 
Australians. Those who cannot assess and articulate the impact of their work will not, the 
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National Cultural Policy Discussion Paper and the Creative Partnerships Discussion 
Papers both make clear, continue to receive support to pursue their work. 
 
This emphasis in emerging policy initiatives is not intended to position statistics as the be 
all and end all of art. There is a clear will, in this ‘entrepreneurial’ era, to move beyond 
the simplistic audience statistics style measurements of impact that characterized the 
‘managerial’ era in Australian cultural policy – a period in which the bottom line seemed 
to some to be separated from, and emphasized above, the art itself (Caust 2005, 2010; 
Glow 2010) – towards a more textured, dynamic descriptors of how arts programmes 
have impact. Arts organizations are actively seeking, and more urgently being asked by 
funding bodies to demonstrate, evaluation approaches that go beyond audience, subsidy 
and economic modelling and start to build a more comprehensive picture of the 
‘alterations in the quality of life’ (Brown and Trimboli 2011: 617) the arts create. 
Aesthetic, social, cultural, environmental and educational impacts are all of interest, and 
‘vibrancy’ is the buzzword peak bodies such as the Australia Council deploy to describe 
the critical mass of confidence, creativity and capacity in individuals and in communities 
– and resultant cultural and economic benefits – that can come from arts practices that are 
effective in these areas.  
 
There is, though, a continued lack of consensus on how to conduct such evaluations 
amongst the delivery partners that come together in community arts programmes.  
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At one level, this is simply because it is difficult to define, gather data on and describe 
subjective values such as self-expression, engagement, access, inclusivity, confidence, 
and so forth (cf. Hadley and Gattenhof 2011; Belfiore and Bennett 2007a, 2007b; 
McCarthy et. al. 2004; Bilton and Leary 2002; Merli 2002; Matarasso 1997). If it is 
difficult to describe such values, it is even more difficult to describe the aesthetic or 
social protocols that ‘determine’ (Belfiore and Bennett 2007a; 2007b) or ‘enable’ (White 
and Hede 2008) the emergence of these values during an arts event, exhibition or project. 
 
At another level, though, this is also because it is challenging for delivery partners 
working together in a Creative Partnerships paradigm – each with their own definition of 
value, and their own needs, interests and desires in terms of outcomes – to collect, collate 
and share information in a way that is useful for themselves and for each other. In other 
words, defining value is difficult, developing methods for measuring shifting, subjective 
values is difficult, but developing methods for governments, artists, community and 
corporate partners to feed findings up and down the chain to the other partners in the 
network to assist them in measuring the value of their work may be the most difficult and 
challenging thing of all.  Without models, methods and mechanisms that help one partner 
understand another partner’s needs, interests, priorities and problems – including 
contextual factors that might be barriers to building impact in specific areas – sharing 
warts-and-all data within the network of partners, to help everyone learn, innovate and 
improve, can be a daunting prospect for people who have put their heart and soul into a 
community arts project. 
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As the peak body driving the evaluation agenda in Australia today, the Australia Council 
might be expected to take a particularly strong role in defining evaluation tools, 
techniques and relationships. In one way at least, the Australia Council has done this, 
stating that 10 per cent of grant monies from their Community Partnerships Board must 
be used for evaluation of the projects funded and their impact. In other ways, though, the 
Australia Council has taken a bottom-up rather than a top-down approach in promoting 
more effective evaluation of arts, cultural and creative programmes. They have decided 
that organizations in receipt of Creative or Community Partnerships funds should 
demonstrate how the programme has established stronger community connections, 
capacities and self-expression. They have not, however, established a single, specific 
approach to evaluation. They prefer, instead, to give organizations an opportunity to work 
with a consultant evaluator to come up with a model, see what sorts of models emerge, 
and what they tell us about both arts programmes and the process of evaluating them. 
They offer overarching criteria or indicators to frame the evaluations – questions about 
levels of arts activity in the community before the project, the impact of the project and 
data to demonstrate the project has begun to change arts activity levels in Australia – but 
do not prescribe tools, techniques or methods.  
 
In one respect, this approach offers delivery partners a fantastic opportunity to build new 
methods, together, working out what works, what does not work and learning from each 
other. In another respect, though, this approach also prompts tensions as governments, 
arts managers, artists and communities struggle to understand what the Australia Council 
expects of everyone, and what each partner expects of the others, when a consultant 
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comes in to evaluate the impact of a community arts programme. This can have 
unintended effects. In a non-neutral network of partners in which each relies on the others 
for funding, support or service into the future in the overall ecosystem of community arts 
in Australia, this sort of wariness, worry, suspicion or confusion can, for example, make 
partners wary of sharing much beyond superficial data. It can ramp up tensions between 
the business side (attendance, audience satisfaction, finance) and the artistic side 
(engagement, expression, creativity, confidence) that already exist in community arts 
projects. It can make it difficult for delivery partners to work together as part of an 
innovation network to develop better arts programmes, better data on the impact of arts 
programmes and thus improve the community arts sector’s accountability to the 
Australian public, even if all have a clear desire to do this. 
 
Delivery partners, priorities, processes and tensions  
In our experience evaluating community arts programmes and projects, we have learned 
that the simple definition of ‘evaluation’ as a rigorous, self-reflective process by which 
practitioners assess the value of their work may be true, but it is not the whole truth of the 
process. In order to establish whether a community arts project has delivered desired 
benefits – including aesthetic, social, cultural, educational and economic benefits – 
delivery partners need to assess the outcomes of their work, and, most critically, share 
information about what enabled beneficial outcomes with other delivery partners to help 
create a comprehensive picture of a complex, multifaceted project. As evaluators, we 
have a range of qualitative, quantitative and performative data-collection tools that we 
can use to gauge the impact of each partners’ contribution to the overall project (cf. 
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Hadley and Gattenhof 2011). These include surveys, interviews, focus groups, 
observations and other tools that we put together in unique ways to help us understand 
the meanings artists, arts organizations, sponsors, participants, audiences and other 
stakeholders make – and sometimes the concrete life changes participants make – as a 
result of the project. We collect, analyse and capture both the trends in, and the textured 
nuances of, these various sorts of data, summarize them, and share them with project 
leaders. 
 
To do this well, though, we do need a clear picture of the unique project we are 
evaluating – the nature of the project, the part each delivery partner plays in the project, 
the impact each delivery partner anticipates from the project and the way in which each 
partner plans to share and use the data in the future. We also need open, honest 
commentary from each delivery partner to come up with comprehensive picture. 
 
This, we have discovered, can be a surprisingly challenging process for some community 
arts practitioners. 
 
In some cases, partners will  
 
 Give us and other partners a list of generalized Key Performance Indicators 
(KPIs) rather than clear expectations about what sort of evaluation data they 
want, how they want it, when they want it, and what they will do with it 
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 Give us and other partners a pre-determined definition of value and pre-
determined data on value 
 Give us and other partners data gathered by artists or arts marketers days, 
months or years after a project, and, in some cases, already collated into trends 
and statistics with selected quotes 
 Get confused, concerned or wary when other partners priorities and processes 
do not align with their own, and 
 Find tensions compounded by the fact that the network of delivery partners is 
not power neutral with each depending on the other to do something for them 
in the future and thus unwilling to risk rocking the boat by asking too many 
questions, or answering too many questions, today. 
 
There can be a tendency for delivery partners to shy away from full disclosure, sharing 
only statistics and success stories instead of textured, dynamic descriptions (images, 
illustrations, etc.) of the sort we evaluators need to work out what may have enabled or 
failed to enable desired effects, and write this up in formats all partners – and the sector 
as a whole – can learn from. This is, we have noticed, particularly likely to happen in a 
situation in which no one has a clear mandate to broker relationships, and broker 
dissemination of evaluation results, in a way that is both meaningful and beneficial to all 
partners. It can put us in a challenging position. On the one hand, we, as consultants, 
work for one of the partners. We are paid to do what they want us to do. We want to 
gather great data, describe it well and disseminate it effectively, so that the organization 
we work for and the other partners can all learn from it. We are typically very excited, 
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engaged and inspired by the artists, sponsors, participants and audiences taking part in the 
work, we enjoy engaging with them, and we would never want our data to be used to do 
anything but build, strengthen and sustain the work and the relationships between the 
players that produce the work2. We certainly do not wish our data to be used to criticize, 
embarrass or chastise. On the other hand, we, as consultants, are essentially acting as 
researchers, and we want to offer rigorous, well-rounded data to fulfil the potential of the 
researcher role within the ecosystem of the community arts sector. We have spent 
decades learning to collect, analyse and create meaning from complex data, and we have 
a commitment to an open, unbiased, academic approach that presents an honest picture of 
whatever we are researching. We are as likely to identify areas for improvement as we 
are areas of success, and we feel a need to say what we see. In order to fulfil this dual 
role, in which we are both inside and outside the community arts project, both advocating 
for a community arts project and analysing that project, we have increasingly found 
ourselves acting as brokers, negotiating the ways in which each partner’s needs, interests, 
expectations and priorities will be addressed as part of the evaluation process. 
 
 
Case study: Creating Queensland 
 
In March 2010, we were commissioned by the general manager and head of marketing of 
Brisbane Festival to conduct an evaluation of the Creating Queensland programme, a 
new Creative Communities partnership between the Brisbane Festival, Australia Council 
for the Arts and other partners. The Creating Queensland programme was a two-year 
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programme designed to respond to the changing culture of communities in Queensland’s 
suburbs, regional and rural centres. In particular, Creating Queensland was designed to 
support the development of the communities it engaged by enabling people to participate 
in events that embodied the cultural policy of their area, in their area, and access arts of 
excellence and opportunities to themselves to produce arts of excellence in their area. 
Throughout the two-year process, the Brisbane Festival was committed to tracking and 
recording Creating Queensland’s impact. 
 
Although evaluating this programme was an exciting prospect for us as researchers, it 
was apparent from the earliest stages that the Brisbane Festival had to work very hard to 
operate within the external evaluation requirements presented by the Australia Council – 
and, indeed, that other delivery partners, including the Australia Council itself, as well as 
contracted artists, artsworkers, community participants and corporate partners, also had to 
work hard to operate within these requirements. Due to the ‘bottom-up’ process described 
above, Brisbane Festival did not get clear instructions about the data the Australia 
Council desired. Naturally, Brisbane Festival wanted us as consultants to collect, analyse 
and report on the broadest possible range of impacts of their programme. Naturally, 
though, Brisbane Festival was also wary of disseminating too much data, or presenting 
data that might seem negative without setting it in the context of factors outside their 
control (such as lack of the ongoing funding from the Australia Council or other sources 
for similar community programmes in subsequent festivals in the way most artists 
thought critical to creating long-term impact). The festival was not helped by staff 
changes, changes to requirements or additions to requirements – for example, late 
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requests to do a video documentary to put on the Australia Council’s website as well as 
an evaluation. These issues, though understandable in a context where each partner has 
their own KPIs, their own priorities and their own pressures to deal with, created certain 
challenges and pressures for us in the course of conducting the programme evaluation 
process. In particular, we found ourselves both inside and outside the Creating 
Queensland programme, both supporting it and suggesting means of measuring its 
performance to other stakeholders, through calls, conversations and negotiations not just 
with the festival but with other partners who would contact us about the evaluation. 
Continually coordinating processes, expectations and relationships became part of our 
role not just at the start but throughout the entire evaluation. 
 
This ‘shifting sand’ aspect of the evaluation confirmed our prior experience working as 
evaluators with other organizations. It made it clear that there was a lot of uncertainty 
about how to deal with different partners, and different agendas, and the tensions were 
not necessarily between art and business but a whole range of artistic, social, educational 
or economic outcomes each of the partners might or might not prioritize. It made it clear 
that our role – identifying mechanisms to evaluate the programme, yet, at the same time, 
also identifying mechanisms to determine which partnerships, programme elements and 
programme effects would be researched and reported on, which perspective reporting 
would take, etc. – was critical to keeping everyone participating in the evaluation process 
on the same page within the complex ecosystem of the project. 
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In effect, we found ourselves working not within a value chain in which a linear path 
from funding to artistic and administrative effort produces a product for an audience, and 
thus an outcome, but, instead, in a far more complex value creating ecology in which a 
whole range of rhizomatic relationships between producers, producing partners, 
supporters, participants, distributors and consumers all come together in unpredictable 
ways to determine a particular project’s outcome(s) (cf. Makeham et al. 2012). We found 
ourselves selecting specific pathways to research, analyse and report on – for example, 
following up the way production- and distribution-level support from government, 
philanthropic and peak bodies (such as migrant resources centres) enabled the Brisbane 
Festival to engage locals (such as migrant communities) as artists, participants and 
audiences, but not following up the way production-level support from corporate partners 
enabled the Brisbane Festival to broaden distribution and thus eventual consumption of 
brands participating in the programme. 
 
The diagram below (adapted from Makeham et al. 2012; Cherbo et. al. 2008) 
demonstrates just how many pathways we had to pick from within the rhizomatic ecology 
of the Creating Queensland programme when we were brokering what to research and 
report on with the various partners. 
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Figure 1: Brisbane Festival ‘Creating Queensland’ ecology (adapted from Makeham et 
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As this diagram demonstrates, the relations between partners in a community arts 
programme such as Creating Queensland are complex – there are dozens of different 
players producing, distributing or consuming the work, wanting different benefits, 
depending on whether they are in the private for-profit sector, public not-for-profit sector, 
or so-called ‘third’ sector in which non-governmental not-for-profit organizations help 
the government implement its (in this case arts) policy.  These players act and interact in 
a range of ways, across a range of axes, in patterns marked by sometimes unpredictable 
flows, blockages, breaks and breakthroughs, each of which can have an effect on whether 
a particular partner’s anticipated outcomes are achieved or not. It is, of course, easier to 
track outcomes along one of the value creating axis – for example, the axis of public 
support in which government policy-makers, government funders and government-
funded venues support an arts project with a desire to get artwork by homeless people to 
a wider audience (as one project in the Creating Queensland programme did) – than to 
track how a whole range of rhizomatic relations in the overall value creating ecology 
enable a project to generate such outcomes. This, though, risks leaving examination of 
each outcome separate, not speaking back to each other, in a way leaves us in the dark as 
to how a given good outcome was delivered via the effects of all the elements in play in 
the entire ecosystem. It leaves partners without the comprehensive picture required to 
create continuous improvements in a single community arts project, or, indeed, in the 
community arts sector as a whole. A lack of what Derrick Chong (2002) calls 
isomorphism – related shape, structure or morphology of priorities, processes, protocols, 
schedules and so forth within a series of organizations in a given sector – though, means 
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this is exactly what can happen. Without someone to broker a common (or at least 
commonly accepted) set of priorities, languages or processes, it can be very difficult to 
simply, swiftly and straightforwardly align each of the partner’s in the evaluation’s 
agendas. This, of course, is the brokering role we found ourselves playing as we 
negotiated the elements in play in evaluating Creating Queensland as a large-scale 
community arts programme. We identified, defined, described and negotiated the degree 
to which would could or could not generate data to address the various pathways within 
(or axes within) the whole rhizome, how we would report that data, relate that data and 
disseminate that data, in a way that was likely to be useful to Brisbane Festival and to 
other delivery partners.  
 
 
Creating evaluation principles and processes for Creating Queensland 
 
In order to undertake this role throughout our evaluation of the Creating Queensland 
programme, we as consultants/researchers had to do a number of things to start brokering 
relations, and building awareness of requirements for the evaluation, amongst the 
delivery partners.  
 
First, we as consultants in conjunction with the Brisbane Festival had to start almost from 
scratch to establish an evaluation model that would collect clear, coherent qualitative, 
quantitative and performative data on how different elements of the Creating Queensland 
programme enabled beneficial effects, and an evaluation model that could be deployed by 
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producers across eight very different programmes – from the ‘West End – Live!’ Street 
Party, to the ‘Into Africa’ community day, to the ‘Art From the Margins’ exhibitions by 
disabled, unemployed and disenfranchised artists in several local galleries. In developing 
the evaluation model we devoted a good deal of time in negotiating with multiple 
stakeholders to make sure everyone understood what was to be evaluated and how the 
evaluation would be undertaken. To make sure, in other words, that everyone understood 
which pathways or axes within the overall ecology of the programme would be 
examined, reported on, related and shared with others. These consultations included a 
number of meetings with various staff at Brisbane Festival, including the general 
manager, marketing manager, programme producers; meetings with community, 
corporate and government bodies partnering to produce one or more of the projects; 
meetings with Australia Council staff responsible for the Creative Partnerships Program; 
and, of course, meetings with research assistants deployed across the events to capture 
data. At one point, for example, the negotiations included indigeneous participants from 
one of the events who queried the evaluation model, and the way data collected along the 
pathway or axes of the programme’s ecology they worked on (using indigeneous 
epistemologies) would or could be related to data collected along other pathways or axes 
(using non-indigeneous epistemologies). In the end, this meant more emphasis on 
framing, managing and training assistants in how to use the evaluation model at meta-
level, which was conducted by us as external consultants in order to effectively broker 
the required relationships. 
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Second, we as consultants in conjunction with the Brisbane Festival had to deploy 
considerable resources to position the evaluation, and the evaluation instruments, within 
the production processes of the events. 
We had to manage a project within an overall project inside the festival’s main event 
management plans. 
This, again, meant training, and managing, to make sure the production teams and 
evaluation teams, comprising multiple research assistants to enable rich data capture 
across eight events, and to ensure that each understood the nature, timelines, pressure 
points and value of each other’s work. 
 
Third, we as consultants in conjunction with the Brisbane Festival continually had to 
negotiate competing demands for the data gathered during the evaluation to be presented 
as documentary, as marketing material, as well as a comprehensive evaluation document. 
We had to negotiate situations in which partners were (unwittingly) letting their own 
priorities rather than the real requirements of the evaluation determine what they would 
request of each other and us as external evaluators day to day, without realizing the 
challenges their requests presented for other partners. This meant making partners more 
aware of the way slipping into a different pathway or axis within the programme’s overall 
ecology, with a different agenda, would impact on the reliability (and cost) of the 
evaluation we were all committed to conducting. It resulted in our constant establishing, 
re-establishing, and re-re-establishing roles, stakes and relationships during the life of the 
evaluation. 
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Although these issues presented challenges, we were able to generate a model that 
established the impact of the eight events, exhibitions and activities the Brisbane Festival 
presented under the Creating Queensland banner in 2009 and 2010, the communities they 
engaged, and, most importantly, the way the processes, activities and engagement 
protocols adopted by Brisbane Festival functioned as enablers of impact. The evaluation 
was holistic, drawing quantitative, qualitative and performative data together to present 
the perspectives of producers, artists and community participants on how this programme 
had the effect that it did, The resulting document offered our client, the Brisbane Festival, 
a wealth of information about the strengths, systems worth sharing and systems worth 
working on they had developed in their community arts practices.  
 
On reflection, we believe that two key areas of tension around the goals of the 
community arts programme as presented by Brisbane Festival can be identified, and most 
importantly applied to other like evaluations of arts organizations, both of which directly 
relate to the issue of brokering differing and sometimes competing partner agendas:  
 
1. The multiple agendas for producers, producing partners, artists and attendees at 
some community events can produce conflicting, but coexisting, narratives about 
the events. The conflict can be located in the need for management, artistic and 
other partners to be clear about whether an event is about communities or 
professionals, about engaging individuals or attracting audience, about excellence 
or therapy. This clarity is particularly critical in discourses describing events to 
potential collaborators (during the production process) and attendees (during the 
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publicity and programme dissemination process), as it can help to avoid 
dissatisfaction, disappointment or a sense that are prioritized by one partner but 
not necessarily others has not been achieved. This requires consistent discourse 
across strategic, production and publicity documents, and across the years within 
large festival structures.  
 
2. The positioning of a large-scale community arts programme inside an arts festival 
can create tensions in terms of the strategies, schedules and timeframes for 
engaging with partners and other participants in producing work. Brisbane 
Festival’s most senior producers consistently highlighted a desire, and in fact a 
need, to spend more time working with communities, to have a long-term plan for 
engagement with communities, and not disappear (or disappear then come back 
with new staff) when the pulsating organizational structure of the festival pulls 
back to skeleton staff over the Christmas period. This is clearly a difficult thing to 
address given the economic reality of festivals in which they must operate. The 
most common suggestion from producers for dealing with this was for Brisbane 
Festival to advocate to funding bodies to better understand, and better support, the 
realities of working in a community programme such as Creating Queensland.  
 
As these examples demonstrate, the evaluation data identified areas in which Brisbane 
Festival was already doing fantastically well, and areas for improvement in delivering 
community arts programmes, together with clear advice programme producers would like 
to have the opportunity to share with other delivery partners such as the Australia 
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Council. Indeed, the main tensions here – the tensions amongst partners’ needs, partners’ 
narratives, and the balance between transparency and telling the tale differential to 
different partners to get them excited about an event – taught us a lot not just about 
managing a programme but about managing a programme evaluation with so many 
components, criteria for value and partners.  
 
 
Discussion: Looking backward to move forward 
 
By acting as brokers, and thus bringing delivery partners expectations about what impact 
pathways or axes within the complex ecology of the Creating Queensland programme 
would be researched and reported on into (temporary) alignment, we were able to keep 
everyone participating in this complex project on the same page. We were able to prompt 
and support decisions about what to research, when, and how, to suit Brisbane Festival’s 
priorities and expectations without disappointing other delivery partners who might have 
had interests which were too specific, individual or idiosyncratic to be taken up in this 
data or this set of documents. Indeed, we were even able to advise how those other 
delivery partners might pursue these other interests, in other evaluation projects, pursuing 
other impact pathways. 
 
In this case, though, our role in brokering these relationships ceased as soon as reporting 
ceased – and we left dissemination of data, documents and reports to delivery partners to 
the Creating Queensland producers. 
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It was at this point that the third – and, in some ways, the biggest – tension that emerged 
as part of this evaluation process became apparent. It took the form of a distinct lack of 
certainty about when, where and how a producer might disseminate detailed findings of 
the sort we had drafted to other delivery partners. In a sense, post-evaluation publication 
became a sub-project, within a sub-project (the evaluation of the Creating Queensland 
programme), within a project (the Creating Queensland programme). Although we had 
been effective in brokering data collection, collation and reporting during the evaluation, 
the ad hoc nature of the approach – and the sheer size of the project – meant that we have 
since come to the conclusion that we could have been more effective in brokering the 
post-evaluation data dissemination and publication process. Instead, with nobody to 
broker the process after our contract concluded, there was nobody to broker the release of 
the results from the process afterwards. This means, we are not clear if, and if so how, 
such important learning will ever be disseminated beyond the scope of the Brisbane 
Festival itself. We are thus not clear how these learnings will assist other partners or the 
field of community arts producers as a whole in assessing and articulating the impact of 
their own collaboration in these programmes – for example, assisting funding bodies to 
examine whether the long-term effect of programmes requires longer term support. In 
many ways, it feels that, though we have analysed a number of impact pathways within 
the programme’s ecology, and learned things, we cannot be confident that anyone will 
close the loop by taking these learnings back to the beginning when these or other artists, 
arts organizations and sponsors start new community arts programmes. 
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We have, as a result, been left with questions that demand further discussion. Who 
brokers the dissemination process? Who is responsible for disseminating this data? Who 
is responsible for disseminating this data in a way that it does become part of a 
continuous improvement process from which all delivery partners – and, indeed, others 
working in similar programmes – can benefit. What role can government play in 
disseminating this information more effectively? These seem to us compelling questions 
to clarify if we do indeed want to make the relationships between partners in community 
arts programmes into an entrepreneurial new innovation network, innovation ecology, of 
the sort that a Creative Partners paradigm would ideally envisage them to be. 
 
What we know is needed, in light of our own experiences and our later analyses of them, 
is a method that may allow government, arts managers, artists and community work 
together more effectively as part of arts programme evaluations. A method that supports 
people in making decisions not just on what to evaluate, when, and how, but how to 
disseminate data, documents and publications to make the learnings most impactful. 
More particularly we need someone to take responsibility to act as a broker or 
intermediary amongst delivery partners whilst these priorities, processes and decisions 
are being made. 
 
In the case we have described here, we as the researchers found ourselves falling into this 
role, and taking on this has been useful in allowing us to formulate a method – a set of 
principles and procedures – to help others to do this, and do this even more effectively, in 
the future. We would argue, though, that there are better ways to do this than positioning 
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it as part of the consultant’s role. In particular, there are methods that might empower 
delivery partners – particularly artistic and community partners – to collect data in a way 
that is meaningful to them, and share it with delivery partners who may or may not have 
similar interests, and thus in effect act in more of a brokering role amongst themselves.   
 
To set up a system in which each of the delivery partners are empowered to broker 
relationships between the range of partners in the network, to make sure they gather the 
data they need, interpret the data as they need to, and disseminate the data as makes sense 
to them, several principles and protocols to do with the ‘meta’ management of the 
programme evaluation need to be established at the outset. In particular, partners need to 
agree upon; 
 
 Timelines 
 Language(s) 
 Agendas and aims 
 Accepted signs of success 
 Accepted factors or issues influencing success 
 Emphasis on process, and learning, rather than product 
 The difference between documenting, marketing and evaluating as reporting 
mechanisms 
 Shared vs silent findings / Public vs private findings 
 Uses, outcomes and consequences of findings 
 Combined responsibility for consequences of findings 
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 Articulating and accepting the unanticipated 
 Actioning the unanticipated 
 Ongoing relationships. 
 
The partners need, within the evaluation process, to make time for both management and 
meta-management of the evaluation process. This means establishing a set of languages, 
aims, and anticipated outcomes that each of the partners can, as Felicity Woolf (2002: 15) 
puts it, ‘accept, acknowledge and assist with, even if they are not equally meaningful to 
each and every partner’. Often, this can mean moving away from buzzwords, and 
‘anticipated or aspired for outcomes, and being open to some of the more unanticipated 
outcomes that come out as part of any community arts project’ (Woolf 2002: 16). If each 
of the partners to a project can commit both philosophically and contractually to a set of 
agreements around the meta-level management of the evaluation process, and the 
learning from this process, they will be in a better position to enter faithfully and 
fearlessly into an innovation network in which they will learn together to benefit each 
other and the field as a whole into the future.  
 
 
Conclusion 
Each community arts project, and the community arts sector as a whole, is a complex 
ecology in which artists, arts organizations, community, corporations and governments 
all need to work together to ensure the maximum impact of the work. As our analysis of 
our own work as evaluators has shown, effective partnerships within this ecology are 
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critical not just in the initiation, planning and implementation phases of a community arts 
project, but in the evaluation phase, in which partners need to work together to generate 
good data about which of their actions enabled or failed to enable an anticipated impact. 
Indeed, effective partnerships are perhaps most important in the evaluation phase, as each 
partner confronts the need not just to consider the strengths, weaknesses and areas for 
improvement in their work but to share this with other delivery partners to support their 
own consideration of their strengths and weaknesses. In order to establish effective 
working relationships, at least one participant in the evaluation process needs to take 
responsibility for brokering the relationships between the partners as decisions about 
which impact pathways to evaluate, when, and how, and how to disseminate results are 
made. In this article, reflection on our own role as evaluators of the Creating Queensland 
programme has helped us reflect on principles, processes and protocols that need to be 
put in place to broker relationships between participants in an evaluation process. We 
have not, however, suggested that consultant evaluators such as ourselves are the only, or 
the best, participants to take on this role. We have, instead, argued for an approach – an 
approach that emphasizes establishing the meta-level management as well as the 
management of the evaluation process amongst partners early – that enables partners to 
take ownership both of their means of measuring impact and of their means of sharing 
information about impact with their partners as part of an innovation network. Obviously, 
no approach to evaluation is ever going to be one size fits all. Whilst categories of 
impact, processes and principles can carry across, each evaluation must respond to the 
circumstances of community arts programme and its partners. This said, as a series of 
principles to establish protocols in relation to at the outset, the meta-management points 
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we discovered during our work with the Brisbane Festival and our later reflection on it, 
do offer an adaptable set of prompts that arts, cultural and creative organizations, 
communities, corporations and government can more readily adopt to make sure each 
partner can measure programme impact according to their own needs, interests and 
resources. And most critically to make sure each partner can share information about 
impact with delivery partners in a way that suits their sometimes different needs and 
interests. In doing so, this approach increases the usefulness of the partners’ and the 
networks’ shared data, and the value of this data for industry, policy-makers and 
government. Such an approach may, we suggest, allow us to engage truly with the 
‘entrepreneurial’ tendencies in current arts practice, as delivery partners embrace 
innovation not just in design of programmes, or delivery of programmes, but in 
evaluating and learning about the impact of programmes too. Perhaps the Australia 
Council and other similar funding bodies, which operate as the peak bodies pushing these 
evaluation agendas, might in future take responsibility not just for funding consultants 
who are in a position to raise and broker relations around these issues, but for furnishing 
contracts, resources and protocols along these lines that encourage partners to work 
through this on their own. This might empower people to negotiate better their own 
partnerships within an innovation network in which every partner – whether their 
priorities lie with artistic aspirations, cultural aspirations, educational aspirations, 
economic aspirations or other aspirations – learns, improves and pushes forward into 
every more vital and viable modes of practice. 
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Notes 
                                                          
1 Indeed, as it ushered this new creative partnerships paradigm into being, the Australia 
Council for the Arts called for action on the part of its philanthropic peak body 
Artsupport Australia and sponsorship peak body Australia Business Arts Foundation 
(ABAF) to assist in brokering partnerships that could provide increased community, 
corporate and philanthropic support for the traditional government-funded community 
arts sector (Australia Council for the Arts 2006b).  
2 Although we speak as consultants coming into community arts projects to evaluate their 
impact here, we both also create our own work, so we are all too aware of and 
sympathetic to the concerns, confusions, frustrations or fears of all parties in this sort of 
process. 
